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PFMAKKS 

a»ms 1-5 7-9. 12-13. and 15-25, as amcroied. md «w ol«ms 26-28 are psndins to 

Wio^iB bdicvc ta= ammta=nB a uscM clarification purpoae. and arc dcamWc 
f„rclarificationpunK.aca. mdcpcndeo. cfp..c«abffity. Accoriiogfe,. AppBca.« .«pectfUly 
d>e cl»m amendmcaa do not limit to range of any pcnniasiMc «,mval«r.s. 
h parScular, indcp««tat claim 1 h« b«n tcwtitl^ to ««her Claris 
taU c«s i. formed of a polymeric con^oaito ttat includes a. leaa, *«. polyb».adi«.ea «.d a 
„,^,y ofnanopartidca, v*ch is supported by the pres«* SpeciScation (Page 8 hues 24- 
25 and Page 9. lines 1-3 and lO-U). Depe«ien. claim, 2-5. 7-9, ,2. and 15 have been 
an,e„dedinUghtof.he<te,geatoclaimlandthevado«sclain.cancallations. New 

independ^tt daim 26 has been added » recite an invention similar to tadepcuient dann 1. 

wiftacoreco=)5dentofr.stin*ion.re<,«irane.t,v*iohissupportedbyth.present 

SpecificaUona,page5,.mesl5..6,Asnonewm..terhasbee.add.dbyd.eam»dmenta 

hcrdn, AppUcants lespectfelly request entry of these amendments at this tm>e. 

tfffyf If ^riirtio" «ftli> Present InvaiaM 

AsexplainedinfhepreviousRcsponscfile4Marchl2,2003,itiswcUumler..oodth.t 

there is difficulty inblending certain polJ«n«r materials having different 
nucroshucnnes-Specificadon at Pagc4.lincs6.10.rhus.thepre.cn, invention's 

e«nbi,«tio«ofpolymcrsandn,noparticleswMlcinso.ntion»lvan.ageous.y*».l..at«^^^ 
,„provcsthemixingofmepolymers,providbgprope«iesunob.ain*lensmgconv»*ona, 

mixinBorpoljmed^ationted>m,r.ea.iirtP.gelO.Unes22-24. 

Aspn,videdinthepr«.ntSpedfication.thcfinalp,oductatosolnnonbtendmg.s 

dift^ftomtheBnalprodudobtain^throughconvcntional methods. h,fao» 
acmona.«tcs,hev.stdifferen.eb«weenapol>^..iccompoeiteof,hepres.ntmv«»onand 

ap„lybu.adieneeompo.ition„btainedbyconventiona.me.hods,tsingacsam.« 
Iltially similar tnatcriala (Spedfic«ion at Page 23, hues 1-29). ^^V^ ^^^^ 
^esl-35.nx»ple4:cor.f»™cd6omsol„tionb.endedcombinahonofn,^-ca.alyzed 
polymer. . cobalt-catdyzed polym.. and nanccomposites) to a 

conI.ion.lly P^pa.^ ci^polybutadiene and t„ns^.o.yisop«nc blend. Wh„e tb core 
ZrcssionIIilarfcrbo.h.^ecoe,Bcientofrestitation(COa, for thocore formed 
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fiom that of a conventionally blended polymer product, such as that disclosed in Toshiya. In 
fact, a core formed from a solution blended polymeric composite of the present invention 
results in a product with a much higher COR (Specification at Page 24. lines 1-29; 
Bissomictte Declaration) when compared to a core formed from the same or substantially 
similar composition that has been produced via conventional blending methods. 

In addition, the solution blended polymeric composite of the present invention has a 
more miiform dispersion of nanoparticks as a result of the solution blending (Specification at 
Page9, lines 14-1 5; Bissonnette Declaration), whereas the conventionally blended polymer 
composition is not known to have a uniform dispersion of nanopaitides. As explained in the 
Bissormette Declaration, it is bcUcved that the more uniform dispersion of nanoparticles wdl 
result in a more durable, more resilient material. (Bissomietle Declaration at 1 10), 

Thus, because Toshiya is completely silent as to the solution blended polymenc 
compositepresentlyrecited in the pending Claims, Applicants respectfully submit that this 

reference does not anticipate the product being claimed by the present invention. 
Furthermore, a skiUed artisan would have no motivation to use non-conventional methods for 
farming the disclosed polybutadieno compositions in Toshiya without the use of miproper 
hindsight. 

For at least these reasons. Applicants r espectfiilly submit that Toshiya does not 
anticipate or render obvious the present invention. Thus, AppUcants respectfully request 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection based on Toshiya. 

Claims 1-3 and 5-9 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by or, in the 
alternative, under 35U.S.C.§103(a)asob.dousoverU.S.PatentNo. 5.387.637 to SulUvan 

^ set forth on page 2 of the Office Action. Sullivan '637 does not disclose or suggest the 
present invention for the reasons that foUow. 

Sullivan '637 generally discloses polybutadiene compositions for coro construction 
that are fonnedbyintimatelymixingtheingcedientsbyusmgroll mills or internal^^^^^ 
tcmpcraturesofabout200«F andhigheruntil the compositionis uniform. See. Abstract 
and Col 12, lines 55-68. Sullivan '637 is completely silent, however, as to the solution 
blended polymeric composite of the present invention. As discussed above, a core formed by 
^Intion blending according to thcprosentinv«.tion has tangible differences fromac 

formed according to the conventional method taught by Sulhvan. 
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La addition, as stated by the Examiner, Sullivan *637 teaches silica particles of 2000 
nm to 6200 mn (Col. 4, line 38). In contrast, claim 1 of the present invention now recites that 
particle size previously recited in claim 6, z>„ about 100 nm or less. Because Sullivan is 
silent as to the nanoparticlas presently clainacd, Sullivan *637 docs not anticipate the present 
invention, A skilled artisan would also not have been motivated to use particles with smaller 
sizes than taught by the Sullivan '637 patent because the Sullivan *637 patent exphcitly 
teaches that only ''specific crystalline silica filler materials produce higher COR values than a 
number of other organic fillers." Col. 5, lines 21-24. Sullivan goes on to state that "this was 
surprising and unexpected due to the great number of fillers that the inventors have 
investigated in the past that produced poorer performance." Col. 5, lines 25-3 L The specific 
fillers provided in the Sullivan '637 patent focus on a broad tange of particle sizes (about 1 
micron to about 18 microns), which are all larger than the nanoparticles included presenUy 
claimed invention. See Col. 5, line 65 to CoL 6, line 2. Because of the specificity of the 
Sullivan '637 patent with regard to the fillers and Sixes thereof, one of ordinary skill in the art 
would not have been motivated to use particles with sizes outside of the ranges provided. 

Thus, for at least the reasons above, Applicants respectfiiUy submit that Sullivan *637 
does not anticipate or render obvious the present invention. Therefore, Applicants 
rcspcctfiiUy request that the rejection based upon Sullivan '637 be reconsidered and 
withdrawn. 



Rejection Based Upon Walker '272 

Claims 1-3 and 5-7 were rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 102(b) as anticipated by or, in the 
alternative, under 35 U-S.C § 1 03(a) as obvious over U.S. Patent No. 3,666,272 to Walker et 
al as set forth on pages 2-3 of the Office Action, Walker '272 does not disclose or even 
suggest a solution blended polymeric composite, as presently recited, for the reasons below. 

The Walker *272 method of combining the polybutadieoe composition ingredients is 
similar, if not identical, to the conventional method taught by SulUvan '637. For example, 
the Walker '272 method involves the use of polymers that have been separately polymerized 
and stripped of solvent before mixing in a Banbury mixer or two-roll mill (CoL 1 , lines 36-49 
and 62-64). And, as discussed above, a core fonned firom the solution blended polymeric 
composite of the present invention has superior properties over that of a core formed fi:om 
conventional methods, such as those disclosed in Walker '272. 
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Thm tt»WaJter -272 patent ao« not dM<«»t^«. «.gg«.thec»»p«<l.otof the 

be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

CUta 1-3 end 5-10 were ndeetcd unaer 35 U.S.C. § lOW « enlieip«»» by ™. - 
theahemaive mdet 35 U.S.C.§103(.)« obvious over Uii.Pata* No. 3,974^8 to 

::!r«:.a.»e..t.o.pase3of.beO^Ac«o..ot.n,nat«^«a.--^ 
*„vewi.hresp«t.oS^van-637andWe..ef272,Schw«ker-23S.lsodoesnotd«.ose 

or surest fh.p«senfly recited solution bMedpoljmeric composite. 
^Blinets.>.ed««,Schwei.»r-sc,n^o^.ionisiadieti^sha«cfton..he 

p^entlyreci^^dsoludonblendedpolybuWie^ecomposiBons. Because Sch»e^s 
co.np„Mtiouisptoducedviac<«ve«ion^blending.ccW,ues,Applic«.ts,es^ 
d«^.thatSo^ei.tet-sco...poeitionwouldresul.ia.b.se.uep»ductas,«^^^^^ 
:„pLcular.,sp,o,idedin*eBisson«e,.eI>ec,«aU..,aeonveuUona.,nctl»domeod.ug 

p„lyb».*ene«^tsiuaeoretovingalowcrCORa»d,»n.uuifbnndispe«.on«f 
Llpatticles as compared to acoxe fc-»edwi.h*e sota.tanble»Jed c»upos>.eof .be 
flTB<!ent invention. (Bissoimette DeclaiaUon). 

Ilvclbwei^ '238 .cacbe, conventional bloadi^ of. polyb^- 
^edc3*o«n^e(Col.2.1mes5-12). M centtast, .be present i«v».tion rec«es a 
^^utionblended composite including at ,easttwopolybu»dienesa.»J aplutahtyof 

'""tlTAppUcan.srespec.M.y^ni.a.atSebwei.er-ZBSdoesno.discloseorsu^ 

«>epresen,lyreci,.d.obttionbl^pol,mericcon^teottl»presemi«vcu.o. 

Ap;ca.,.r.spect«tnyre,uestrec<-de,aKonsndwi«^of*e.^ecuen.ased 

thereon. 

p^ j^^H^n Based Upon Ih ara '381 
Claims 1.3 5. S. and U were rejecKd under 35 U.S.C. 5 102(b) as anticipated by or. 
inthe alterative, ™l«35 U.S.a 5 103(a) as obvic^ overU,S. PateutNo. 4.840,381 to 

:^.„,,sset««honpa.e3omeO«^MU2..3,nsalsodi«ctedto^^^^^ 

Like the cited references discussed above, mara jo i is. 
„mpo ■Itrmedby^nv^^.i™.— .|^- Wbile not expt^sly reci.»l tn n»ua 
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'381, skilled artisans are aware that preparation of polybutadiene threads involves 
conventional blending methods, such as blending in a Banbury mixer. Ihara '381 is 
completely silent as to unconventional methods of forming the thread rubber. As such, one 
skilled in the art would have no reason to depart from conventjonal methods of forming 
thread rubber traditionally used in woimd golf balls. As discussed above, a conventional 
method of forming polybutadiene compositions, as suggested in the Ihara '381 patent does 
not result in the core product presently claimed. 

For these reasons. Applicants respectfully submit that Ihara '38 1 does not disclose or 
suggest the present invention. As such. Applicants respectfully request tiiat the rejection 
based on Ihara '381 be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

it^/^^ti^^ ipn.<!Pd T Tpon Dalton 

Claims 1-3, 5, 8, and 10 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 02(b) as anticipated by or, 
in tixe alternative, under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as obvious over European Patent No. 0 613 700 
to Dalton et al. of Acuishnet Co. as set forth on page 3 of the Office Action. 

Similar to the cited references discussed above, Dalton is also directed to 
conventional methods of forming polyb utadiene compositions for golf balls. Because Dalton 
docs not even suggest using non-conventional methods of forming the disclosed rubber-based 
compositions, a skilled artisan would have no reason to assume that non-conventional 
methods may be used to form the compositions provided in Examples 26-28. And, as 
discussed above, flie solution blended polymeric composite of the present invention produces 
a core with different properties than one fonned using Dalton's conventional methods. 

Therefore, AppUcanta respectfully submit that Dalton does not anticipate or render 
obvious the present invention. As such. Applicants respectfully request that the rejection 
based thereon be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

R ejection Based Umn Hamada 

Claims 1-3, 5, and 8-9 were r<?iected under 35 U.S.C § 102(b) as anticipated by or, in 
the alternative, under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as obvious over U.S. Patent No. 5,082,285 to 
Hamada et al. as set forth on page 4 of the Office Action. 

As stated by the Examiner, Hamada generally discloses mixing polybutadienes in 
solution form (Col. 2, lines 13-15). However, Hamada is completely silent as to solution 
blending of at least two polybutadienes with a plurality of nanoparticles as presently recited 
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in independent claim 1. While Hamada does generally teach that fiUer. may be included m 
the rubber composition, Hamada does not even suggest that these fillers are nanoparlacles as 
presentlyrecited. 5.. Col. 2, lines 54-60. As such, one of ordinary sldU in the art would not 
have modified Hamada's composition with a plurality of nanoparticles without the preseirt 
invention to use as a ten^,late, which is a classic case of impennissible hindsight 

Furthennoi^. H^^nada is silent on the inclusion of fillers in solution as recited m the 
present claims. Instead. Hamada only teaches that the rubber composition is generally mixed 
in a Banbury mixer or the like (Col. 2. lines 61-66). Therefore, a. reaW>ly interpreted 
ftom the disclosure, Hamada teaches to blend two polybutadlenes in solution and then muc 
the resulting base rubber, crosslinking agent, co-cxosslinking agent, and fiUers usmg 
c^^ventionalblendingtechni^ue. S.. Col. 2, lines 13-16 and 54-66. As discussal above 
and in Lh.Ris..m,eLteDeclaratioa.conven1ionalblending of resilient polymer c^^ 

and nanoparticles would result in a different product tban presently claimed. 

Therefore, Applicants respectfully submit that Hamada docs not antic3pal« or render 
obvious thepresent invention. As such. Applicants rcspcctfuUy request that the rejection 
based Ihereon be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

}^f j,^on Basf »i TTpnn Crouch 

Claims 1-3, 8. and 10 were redeet^ under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by or, in 
the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as obvious over U.S. Patent No. 3,213,160 to 
Crouch as set forth on page 4 of tlie Office Action. 

Crouch generally discloses golf ball cover stocks formed firom ablend of trans- 
pol>dsoprene^dtr3ns.polybutadiene(Col.l,Hnes56-61andCol.2,lineal0.15y^ 
completely silent, however,as to solutionblends of pol^utadie^esaspresentlyrec^ 
addition, crouch does not disclose or suggest the use of nanoparticles. Moreova:,Ci.^^^ 
compositions are for use inthecover(Col. 2, lineslO-15). not in the core, aspr^^tly 
«.ited. It wouldnot have been obvious toaskiUed artisan to modifylhe Crouch disclosure 

to add nanoparticles viasolutionblending^aspresently claimed, without theus^ 

'^''''^erefore, AppHcants respectfully submit that Crouch does not anticipate or render 
obviov. the pr^ent invention. As such, Apphcants respectfully request that .he 

based thereon be reconsidered and withdrawn. 
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de fection Base d Upon Kohm 
Claims 1 and 8-9 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as anticipated by or, in the 
. alternative, under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as obvious over U.S. Patent No. 3,238,1 56 to Kohm as 
set forth on page 4 of the Office Action. 

Kohm generally discloses m impact resiUent golf ball component formed from a 
blend of elastomer and microballoons. See Col. 1, lines 50-69. While Kohm does generally 
disclose solution blending of the elastomer with another material (Col 3, lines 60-71), Kohm 
is completely silent as to the use of nanoparticles having a particle size of less than about 100 
rm as now recited in independent claim 1. In fact. Kohm teaches miaoballoons of about 1 to 
1000 microns in diameter (Col. 4, lines 33-34), which are much larger than the nanoparticles 
ofthe present invention. One ofoidinary skill in the art would also not be motivated to 
microballoans with a smaUcr diameter than disclosed by Kohm without the present invention 
to use as a template, which is. of course, a classic case of improper hindsight. 

Thus, AppUcants respectfiiUy submit that Kohm does not disclose or suggest the 
present invention. Thus, Applicants respectMly request that the rejectionb based Ui«reon be 
reconsidered and withdrawn. 

pp. if!^tif>n BoJifi^ rTpnn GH LO Ofi, in view nfSandntrm 
Claims 1-3 and 8-10 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as obvious ov«r Or«at 
Britain Patent No. 1,026,254 in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,753.761 lo SandsUom el al. as set 
forth on pages 4-5 of the Office Action. 

As stated by the Examiner. GB 1,026,254 generally discloses a core formulation of 
cis.l,4.polybutadiene and tran^l.4. polyisoprene thul is blended on a roU rather than m 
solution (Office Action at Page 5). In an attempt to cure this deficiency, the Examiner uses 
Sandstnmx'3 disclosure of solution blending in relation to mbber tiie compositions in 
combination with GB 1,026,254 as prior art against the presently claimed invention. 
However, the invention now recited in claim 1 recites a solution blended polymeric 
composite of at icasttwopolybutadienesandnanoparticles. Neither GB 1.026.254 nor 
Sandstrom disclose or even suggest a golf ball core fonned from a solution blended 
polymeric composite including at least two polybutadienes and nanopartides. 

For at least these reasons, no combination ofGB 1 .026,254 ax^ Sandstrom anticipates 
or renders obvious the present invention. As such. Applicants respectfiiily request 

reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection based thereon. 
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Office Action. ^ i 

Bi«o,mette gme«By discloses ito« layer golf b=lb having ouKr cor. l.y= o^ 
i,.„cov=rlayerfo™=dfton>arubb=rWco»>po.S0„. S«A..«ct Mr«o^«dby 

a>c Bxamin^ Bi«on»«» "o^ no. disclose or cvcn.suggcs. soWo. blcndmg of wo 
r:Zrl(0«ccAcrio.a.Pag=5,.Inaddi««,.Bissonne«eisco»p«ysa=n..s. 

the iise of nanoparticles into mbbcr-bas=d co..5os.lion. 

Asabove.UieExanuncrr=Uc,on*cSanas«mp««n.i„a.a«env.«.™«l"« 
Bisso„nc™dcad,nci«.Nocornbinaa»>o,Bis^c«c-Sands«on.howcv.>^^^^ 
i.««prcs-ycUi.»dsol*nblcnd^pol,mcHccon^of«l«s,«,opol^^^^^ 
lnlpartclo.S3nds««docsn«e«i.ugg.s.using«.= oon,pos..o^tore.nfeSolf 

bans and^sodo^nolsng^tftouscofnaaoparfcte. Tl«eforo, even .f too 
^^„n»con*ine*crcf^c.s...^.o,mcresuUof.hecon*in«,c.woaldn^^ 

I,icipa«orrenderobvioustoprcsen.inven«on.Assuch,Applica«srespcc.«.nyrc^ 
ftatterejecaonbasoJlhareonbeiecon»ide«<l»n<lwia.drawn. 

Ml I fiii/i rfn-r""r-- ■y-i i'-^^.- "f.^w^gw 

1-3 and 5-7 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 103(a) as obvio^ over Walker 
tovicwofSandsttomasse.forlhonp.ge6ofa.eOfiiccActton. 

Asdiscnsscdabcve.Walkerdoe.notdisclos.orcv«,sugges.toprc.cn.mvcn.o. 

,n«.asrcoogni.odby^B.»niner.toWa..er..72pa«nHscon.«y^^^^^^ 
.ln«onblendedpolymericco.posi.epresen«ycUin,ed.As=l»v.».^^^^^^ 

Bissonnate to Examiner cited Sandstrom in a. a«emp. to cur. to dcgaenctes of Walker. 
^:Xdisc„ssed.ove.acorcfo„ned^toso.u«cnb,e„.edp„lyn.cr.ceoru,«^ 

lepr:scn.inv«.,ionbassuperiorprope.«esoverto.ofacore^«l^~^-> 
^cdiods. such astbosedisclosodin walker -272. Wore, no combu-nonofW.lk.xand 

Sa„ds.romwouldresultintopres«..IyoWmedirvc*on. , 

The«=6>re. Applicants lespecMly submit that no combutauon ofWalkcr and 
Sand^rlrosultsinlp^— .As».ch,AppUcan.sresp«,6>.lyrc^*atto 

rgccUon based thereon be reconsidered and wiftdiawu. 
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ATTORNEY p fw^yyT NUMBER 

Applicants submitted a R-^ocation and Power of Attorney on March 13, 2002 for 
which aNotice of Acceptance was mailed October 9, 2002. While it appears that the new 
coxxespondence address has been entered, the attorney docket number has not been changed 
W 174-934 to 20002.0092. Applicants request that the change in attorney docket number 
be recorded and acknowledged. 

roNCTUSION 

All claims are beheved to be in condition for allowance. If the Examiner believes that 
the present amendments stQl do not resolve all of the issues regarding patentabiUty of ±c 
pending claims, AppHcants invite the Examiner to contact the undersigned attorneys to 

discuss any remaining issues. 

No fees are beUeved to be due at this time. Should any fee be required, however, 
please charge such fee to Swidler Berhn Shereff Friedman, LLP Deposit AccountNo. 
195127, Order No. 20002.0092. 

Respectfully submitted, 

SWIDLER BERJ.IN SHEREFF FRIEDMAN, LLP 



Dated; iii1v l6.2G03 



John P. Mulgrcw, Registration No^47^09 
SWIDLER BERLIN SHEREFF FRIEDMAN, LLP 
3000 K Street, NW, Suite 300 
Washington, D.C. 20007 
(202) 424-7756 Telephone 
(202) 295-8478 Facsimile 
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